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SERIAL NUMBER | 77787804

LAW OFFICE

ASSIGNED LAW OFFICE 115
MARK SECTION (no change)
ARGUMENT(S)

In the Office Action with amailing date of June 16, 2014, the Examining Attorney maintained the
refusal for registration on the basis that the specimen does not show the applied-for mark, as shownin
the drawing, in use in commerce. 15 U.S.C.88 1051, 1127; TMEP SS 904, 904.07(a). Applicant is
submitting this Request for Reconsideration and the Notice of Appeal. With regard to the refusal of
registration, please consider the following.

In previous cases, the Board has agreed that if a specimen contains extraneous matter that would have
required adisclaimer had that matter been included in the original drawing and description of the mark,
then the “ drawing presents a substantially exact representation of the mark as actually used in
commerce, and applicant need not submit new specimens showing the mark without” the extraneous
matter. InreBurrell Mining Products, Inc., #74693924 (TTAB, April 8, 1999) (finding that the
drawing of a design mark was a substantially exact representation of the mark, as used in commerce,
despite the fact that the mark in the specimen had extraneous wording, such as the name and address of
the mark’sowner). Theword “project” is defined as “alarge or mgjor undertaking”. Please see
Attachment A for the definition of “project”.  Had Applicant applied for the mark “EPIDEL
PROJECT”, adisclaimer of the word “project” would have certainly been required because the word
“project” is descriptive or generic. Seealso, Inre Delaware Valley Legacy Fund, Serial No. 78608669
(TTAB April 11, 2008). Asthe word “project” would have required adisclaimer had it been included
in the applied-for mark, its presence in the specimen should not serve as the basis of arefusal for
registration.

On the specimens, the word “ project” was included because Applicant’s product, which is a medical
product/pharmaceutical, is still intesting. Itistypical for medical products/pharmaceuticalsto require
many years of testing before approval. As such, TMEP Section 901.02 explicitly recognizes that “use
in the ordinary course of trade” in the pharmaceutical industry encompasses a “ company’ s shipment to
clinical investigators during the Federal approval process...” Applicant’smark is“EPIDEL”. The
word “project” is merely informational since the product is not yet sold to consumers.

The Examining Attorney argues that the phrase “Epidel ™ Project” creates a unified impression because
the mark “EPIDEL” and the word “project” are in the same font; written in the same size; and written
in-line with each other. Thiswas also the casein In re Hudson Fairfax Group LLC, No. 76662560



(TTAB November 21, 2008), where the applied-for mark was “CONTINUUM” and the specimen
displayed “INDIA CONTINUUM FUND”. A copy of the specimen isincluded in Attachment B. As
in the present case, the examining attorney’ s argument in support of the refusal for registration was
based on the fact that the additional wording was also in the same font; written in the same size; and
written in-line with the applied-for mark. According to the Board in the“CONTINUUM?” casg, the
guestion was whether the applied-for mark created a separate commercial impression because the
additional wording did “not indicate source.” With regard to “FUND”, the Board held that this word
was generic, and as such, could not be part of a unitary phrase or mark. Asageneric word, it could not
substantially distinguish the specimen from the drawing. With regard to the word “INDIA”, the
examining attorney in In re Hudson argued that India was a descriptive word capable of functioning as a
trade mark. The Board was not persuaded, stating:

“Moreover, the mere fact that aterm is not generic does not mean that it has trademark

significance, nor is that the determining factor in whether the omission of that terms

resultsin amutilation of the mark as actually used” in the specimen. (Emphasis added)

The Board went on to find that consumers were not going to attach any more significance to the
word “INDIA” beyond the fact that it indicated the geographic location of the investment fund.
Thereisno evidence in the record to support that consumers will attach significance to the word
“project” beyond its generic meaning. Rather, Applicant respectfully submits that consumers
will perceive “project” with its normal connotation and meaning, making the word “project” a
word with no trademark significance.

The issue of whether the word “ project” can have trademark significance when simply appended to
another mark was considered by the Board in In re Delaware Valley Legacy Fund, Serial No. 78608669
(TTAB April 11, 2008). In this case, the applicant was attempting to register the mark “WILLPOWER
PROJECT”, where the word “ project” had already been disclaimed. The examining attorney refused
registration on the basis that there was alikelihood of confusion with the registered marks
“WILLPOWER” and “WILL POWER”. The issue was whether the commercia impression of
“WILLPOWER PROJECT” was the same as the commercial impressions of the registered marks.
Ultimately, the comparison of the commercial impression depended on the question of whether the word
“project”, when simply added to a word functioning as mark, could indicate trademark significance.
The Board found that the word “project” did not have trademark significance because itis“a
commonly used term with little or no source identifying significance.” Asaresult, the word “project”
did not distinguish the commercia impressions of “WILLPOWER PROJECT” and
“WILLPOWER/WILL POWER”, and consumers would think that the applied-for mark indicated the
same source of origin as either of the registered marks. In Delaware Valley Legacy Fund supports a
finding that the commercial impressions of “EPIDEL” and “ EPIDEL™ PROJECT” are the same.

In the Office Action of June 16, The Examining Attorney argues that the presence of the letters
“TM” are not enough to visually and conceptually separate the mark “EPIDEL” and the word
“project.” The present case is analogousto the casein Inre Green U.O.D., Inc., #76615858
(March 13, 2008), where the applicant applied-for the mark “URBAN RENEWAL" but the

specimen showed “URBAN RENEWAL # HOME”. (Thewords“URBAN RENEWAL” and
“HOME” were in the same font, size and visual plane; the word “at” wasin superscript.) The
Board found that because “at” was not in the same visual plane, adifferent size, and in
lowercase letters, “at” functioned as avisual and conceptual separator between the applied-for
mark and the extraneous wording. This same reasoning is applicable to the present case, where
the letters“TM” are also in super-script, in asmaller size and, unlike the mark “EPIDEL” and
the word “project”, in uppercase letters. Therefore, the letters“TM” act asavisua and



conceptual separator that severs the commercial impression of the mark “EPIDEL” from the
commercia impression of the word “project”.

In view of the above, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the refusal for registration.
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Request for Reconsideration after Final Action
Tothe Commissioner for Trademarks:

Application serial no. 77787804 has been amended as follows:

ARGUMENT(S)
In responseto the substantive refusal(s), please note the following:

In the Office Action with amailing date of June 16, 2014, the Examining Attorney maintained the refusal
for registration on the basis that the specimen does not show the applied-for mark, as shown in the
drawing, in usein commerce. 15 U.S.C.88 1051, 1127; TMEP SS 904, 904.07(a). Applicant is
submitting this Request for Reconsideration and the Notice of Appeal. With regard to the refusal of
registration, please consider the following.

In previous cases, the Board has agreed that if a specimen contains extraneous matter that would have
required a disclaimer had that matter been included in the original drawing and description of the mark,
then the “ drawing presents a substantially exact representation of the mark as actually used in commerce,
and applicant need not submit new specimens showing the mark without” the extraneous matter. Inre
Burrell Mining Products, Inc., #74693924 (TTAB, April 8, 1999) (finding that the drawing of adesign
mark was a substantially exact representation of the mark, as used in commerce, despite the fact that the
mark in the specimen had extraneous wording, such as the name and address of the mark’s owner). The
word “project” is defined as “alarge or major undertaking”. Please see Attachment A for the definition
of “project”. Had Applicant applied for the mark “EPIDEL PROJECT”, adisclaimer of the word
“project” would have certainly been required because the word “project” is descriptive or generic.  See
also, In re Delaware Valley Legacy Fund, Serial No. 78608669 (TTAB April 11, 2008). Astheword
“project” would have required adisclaimer had it been included in the applied-for mark, its presence in
the specimen should not serve as the basis of arefusal for registration.

On the specimens, the word “ project” was included because Applicant’s product, which is a medical
product/pharmaceutical, is still intesting. It istypical for medical products/pharmaceuticals to require
many years of testing before approval. As such, TMEP Section 901.02 explicitly recognizes that “use in
the ordinary course of trade” in the pharmaceutical industry encompasses a “company’ s shipment to
clinical investigators during the Federal approval process...” Applicant’smark is“EPIDEL”. The word
“project” is merely informational since the product is not yet sold to consumers.



The Examining Attorney argues that the phrase “Epidel ™ Project” creates a unified impression because
the mark “EPIDEL” and the word “project” are in the same font; written in the same size; and written in-
line with each other. Thiswas also the casein In re Hudson Fairfax Group LLC, No. 76662560 (TTAB
November 21, 2008), where the applied-for mark was“CONTINUUM” and the specimen displayed
“INDIA CONTINUUM FUND”. A copy of the specimen isincluded in Attachment B. Asin the present
case, the examining attorney’ s argument in support of the refusal for registration was based on the fact
that the additional wording was also in the same font; written in the same size; and written in-line with the
applied-for mark. According to the Board in the “CONTINUUM” case, the question was whether the
applied-for mark created a separate commercial impression because the additional wording did “not
indicate source.” With regard to “FUND”, the Board held that this word was generic, and as such, could
not be part of aunitary phrase or mark. Asageneric word, it could not substantially distinguish the
specimen from the drawing. With regard to the word “INDIA”, the examining attorney in In re Hudson
argued that India was a descriptive word capable of functioning as atrade mark. The Board was not
persuaded, stating:

“Moreover, the mere fact that aterm is not generic does not mean that it has trademark

significance, nor isthat the determining factor in whether the omission of that terms results

in amutilation of the mark as actually used” in the specimen. (Emphasis added)

The Board went on to find that consumers were not going to attach any more significance to the
word “INDIA” beyond the fact that it indicated the geographic location of the investment fund.
Thereis no evidence in the record to support that consumers will attach significance to the word
“project” beyond its generic meaning. Rather, Applicant respectfully submits that consumers will
perceive “project” with its normal connotation and meaning, making the word “project” aword
with no trademark significance.

The issue of whether the word “ project” can have trademark significance when simply appended to
another mark was considered by the Board in In re Delaware Valley Legacy Fund, Serial No. 78608669
(TTAB April 11, 2008). In this case, the applicant was attempting to register the mark “WILLPOWER
PROJECT”, where the word “project” had already been disclaimed. The examining attorney refused
registration on the basis that there was alikelihood of confusion with the registered marks
“WILLPOWER” and “WILL POWER”. Theissue was whether the commercial impression of
“WILLPOWER PROJECT” was the same as the commercia impressions of the registered marks.
Ultimately, the comparison of the commercia impression depended on the question of whether the word
“project”, when simply added to aword functioning as mark, could indicate trademark significance. The
Board found that the word “ project” did not have trademark significance because it is*acommonly used
term with little or no source identifying significance.” Asaresult, the word “project” did not distinguish
the commercial impressions of “WILLPOWER PROJECT” and “WILLPOWER/WILL POWER”, and
consumers would think that the applied-for mark indicated the same source of origin as either of the
registered marks. In Delaware Valley Legacy Fund supports a finding that the commercial impressions of
“EPIDEL” and“ EPIDEL™ PROJECT” are the same.

In the Office Action of June 16, The Examining Attorney argues that the presence of the letters
“TM” are not enough to visually and conceptually separate the mark “EPIDEL” and the word
“project.” The present caseis analogousto the caseinInre Green U.O.D., Inc., #76615858
(March 13, 2008), where the applicant applied-for the mark “URBAN RENEWAL” but the

specimen showed “URBAN RENEWAL # HOME”. (Thewords“URBAN RENEWAL” and
“HOME” were in the same font, size and visual plane; the word “at” wasin superscript.) The
Board found that because “at” was not in the same visual plane, adifferent size, and in lowercase



letters, “at” functioned as avisual and conceptual separator between the applied-for mark and the
extraneous wording. This same reasoning is applicable to the present case, where the letters
“TM” are dso in super-script, in asmaller size and, unlike the mark “EPIDEL” and the word
“project”, in uppercase letters. Therefore, the letters“TM” act as a visual and conceptual
separator that severs the commercia impression of the mark “EPIDEL” from the commercial
impression of the word “ project”.

In view of the above, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the refusal for registration.

EVIDENCE

Evidence in the nature of Attachment A and Attachment B has been attached.
Original PDF file:

evi 721645198-20141215162645175088 . Attachment A.pdf
Converted PDF file(s) ( 7 pages)

Evidence-1

Evidence-2

Evidence-3

Evidence-4

Evidence-5

Evidence-6

Evidence-7

Original PDF file:

evi_721645198-20141215162645175088 . Attachment B.pdf
Converted PDF file(s) ( 2 pages)

Evidence-1

Evidence-2

SIGNATURE(S)

Request for Reconsideration Signature

Signature: /Rachel A. Rice/ Date: 12/15/2014

Signatory's Name: Rachel A. Rice

Signatory's Position: Attorney of record, Colorado bar member

The signatory has confirmed that he/she is an attorney who is a member in good standing of the bar of the
highest court of a U.S. state, which includes the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and other federal
territories and possessions; and he/she is currently the applicant's attorney or an associate thereof; and to
the best of his’her knowledge, if prior to his’her appointment another U.S. attorney or a Canadian
attorney/agent not currently associated with his’her company/firm previously represented the applicant in
this matter: (1) the applicant hasfiled or is concurrently filing a signed revocation of or substitute power
of attorney with the USPTO; (2) the USPTO has granted the request of the prior representative to
withdraw; (3) the applicant has filed a power of attorney appointing him/her in this matter; or (4) the
applicant's appointed U.S. attorney or Canadian attorney/agent has filed a power of attorney appointing
him/her as an associate attorney in this matter.

The applicant isfiling a Notice of Appeal in conjunction with this Request for Reconsideration.
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12/14/2014 Project | Define Project at Dictionary.com
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[n. proj-ekt, -ikt; v. pruh-jekt]

Synonyms Examples Word Origin

noun

1. something that is contemplated, devised, or planned; plan; scheme.

2. alarge or major undertaking, especially one involving considerable money, personnel, and
equipment.

3. a specific task of investigation, especially in scholarship.

4. Education. a supplementary, long-term educational assignment necessitating personal
initiative, undertaken by an individual student or a group of students.

5. Often, projects. housing project (http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/housing project).

verb (used with object), project

What is yule
Christmas ¢

6. to propose, contemplate, or plan.

7. to throw, cast, or impel forward or onward.

http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/project 1/6



12/1412014 Project | Define Project at Dictionary.com

8. to set forth or calculate (some future thing):
"They projected the building costs for the next five years.”

9. to throw or cause to fall upon a surface or into space, as a ray of light or a shadow.
10. to cause (a figure or image) to appear, as on a background.

11. to regard (something within the mind, as a feeling, thought, or attitude) as having some
form of reality outside the mind:
"He projected a thrilling picture of the party's future.”

12. to cause to jut out or protrude.

verb (used without object), project

18. to extend or protrude beyond something else.
19. to use one's voice forcefully enough to be heard at a distance, as in a theater.

20. to produce a clear impression of one's thoughts, personality, role, etc., in an audience;
communicate clearly and forcefully.

21. Psychology. to ascribe one's own feelings, thoughts, or attitudes to others.

Origin

Middle English
Latin (httpHyidictionary.reference.com/browse/Middle% 20Eng|

ctionary.reference.com/browse/Medieval%?20Latin) (http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/Latin)

http://dictionary .reference.com/browse/project 2/6



12/1412014 Project | Define Project at Dictionary.com

1350-1400

1350-1400; (noun) Middle English project (e) design, plan < Medieval Latin projectum, Latin:
projecting part, noun use of neuter of Latin projectus, past participle of proicere to throw
forward, extend, equivalent to pro- pro- (http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/pro-)'+ -icere,
combining form of jacere to throw; (v.) late Middle English project (e) (past participle)

extended, projected < Latin projectus

Related forms

projectable, adjective
projectingly, adverb
counterproject, NOUN
nonprojecting, adjective

reproject, verb

Synonyms

1. proposal. See plan (http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/plan). 6. contrive, scheme, plot,

devise. 8. predict. 18. bulge, obtrude, overhang.

http://dictionary .reference.com/browse/project 3/6



12/1412014 Project | Define Project at Dictionary.com

Dictionary.com Unabridged
Based on the Random House Dictionary, © Random House, Inc. 2014.
Cite This Source (http://dictionary.reference.com/cite.html?gh =project&ia=luna)

Examples from the web for project

The road is long from the project to its completion.
He entertains your thought or your project with sympathy and praise.

The boring project manager, in other words, meant more to the success or failure of the project
than did the flashy designer.

British Dictionary definitions for project
project

noun ('prodzekt)

1. a proposal, scheme, or design

2. a. a task requiring considerable or concerted effort, such as one by students
b. the subject of such a task

3. (US) short for housing project (/browse/housing project)

verb (pra'dzekt)

Collins English Dictionary - Complete & Unabridged 2012 Digital Edition

© William Collins Sons & Co. Ltd. 1979, 1986 © HarperCollins

Publishers 1998, 2000, 2003, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2009, 2012

Cite This Source (http://dictionary.reference.com/cite.html?gh=project&ia=ced2?)

Word Origin and History for project

http://dictionary .reference.com/browse/project 4/6



12/1412014 Project | Define Project at Dictionary.com

c.1400, "a plan, draft, scheme," from Latin proiectum "something thrown forth," noun use of
neuter of proiectus, past participle of proicere "stretch out, throw forth," from pro- "forward"
(see pro- (/browse/pro-)) + combining form of iacere (past participle iactus) "to throw" (see jet
(/browse/jet) (v.)).

Meaning "scheme, proposal, mental plan" is from c.1600. Meaning "group of low-rent apartment
buildings" first recorded 1935, American English, short for housing project (1932). Related:
Projects. Project manager attested from 1913.

late 15c., "to plan,” from Latin proiectus, past participle of proicere (see project
(/browse/project) (n.)). Sense of "to stick out" is from 1718. Meaning "to cast an image on a
screen" is recorded from 1865, Psychoanalytical sense, "attribute to another (unconsciously)" is
from 1895 (implied in a use of projective). Meaning "convey to others by one's manner" is
recorded by 1955, Related: Projected (/browse/Projected); projecting.

Online Etymology Dictionary, © 2010 Douglas Harper
Cite This Source (http://dictionary.reference.com/cite.html?qgh=project&ia=etymon2)

project in Medicine

project proj-ect (proj'kt', -ikt)
n.

1. A plan or proposal; a scheme.
2. An undertaking requiring concerted effort.

v. (pra-jékt') pro-ject-ed, pro-jectiing, pro-jects
1. To extend forward or out; jut out:

2. To cause an image to appear on a surface.

3. In psychology, to externalize and attribute something, such as an emotion, to someone or
something else.

The American Heritage® Stedman's Medical Dictionary

http://dictionary .reference.com/browse/project 5/6



12/1412014 Project | Define Project at Dictionary.com

Copyright © 2002, 2001, 1995 by Houghton Mifflin Company. Published by Houghton Mifflin Company.
Cite This Source (http://dictionary.reference.com/cite.htmI?gh =project&ia=ahsmd)

Slang definitions & phrases for project

project

Related Terms
crash program (/browse/crash program)

The Dictionary of American Slang, Fourth Edition by Barbara Ann Kipfer, PhD. and Robert L. Chapman, Ph.D.
Copyright (C) 2007 by HarperCollins Publishers.

Cite This Source (http://dictionary.reference.com/cite.html?gh=project&ia=das)

project in Technology

Subsystem of ICES. Sammet 1969, p.616.

The Free On-line Dictionary of Computing, © Denis Howe 2010 http://foldoc.org (http://foldoc.org)
Cite This Source (http://dictionary.reference.com/cite.html?gh=project&ia=foldoc)

NORDSTROM  NEW ARRIVALS

SHOP NOW »

Feedback (mailto:feedback@dictionary.com?subject=Feedback%20for%20Dictionary.com%20Mobile %20Web%20Site)

Privacy (http://dictionary.reference.com/privacy) Terms of Use (http://dictionary.reference.com/terms)

Qur Apps (http://app.dictionary.com/appswall)
Copyright 2014 Dictionary.com LLC
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HubpsoN Falrrax

india continuum fund

Historical Performance (%) HEG Since Inception: 44.20%
[ 2006 Jul Aug Sep Nov | Dec YD
HFG India i - 3 Sl 146 | 448 | 473 | 3. 292 | 262 | 21.31 |
R i : 064 | 861 | 511 | 434 | 562 | 030 j 26.99

2007 I
HFG India | 0.74 | -5.33 | 0.62 | 645 | 480 | 1.50 | 0.01 | 0.00 | 9.38
Nifty 293 | 826 | 2.04 | 697 | 509 | 053 | 488 | -143 | 12.49

Note: Performance is net of all Management and Performance fees. The above staied returns are unaudited and represent blended requrns of the master fund. Acinal
returns may vary depending on allocation of expenses, entry times or other factors. The Fund began trading on July 17. 2006. July 2006 performance figures are from
July 17" 1o July 31"

Monthly Review

September was our strongest month since launching in July 2007. The long portfolio surged on the strength of the energy. real
estate, metals. cement, chemicals, media and telecom sectors. The continuing appreciation of the Rupee held the Technology
sector back, while profit-taking affected the engineering and construction sectors. We do, however, continue to like the
fundamentals in these areas. Our exposure levels were generally bullish through the period, though we enhanced our short
position towards the end of the month as the Nifty rallied to historic highs. Going forward, we continue to like the overall
market fundamentals and see a global re-orientation to India. Although this should drive prices higher, we continue to maintain
a cautious view around political uncertainty and potential additional fallout in the sub-prime sector.

Month-End Portfolio Data Market Cap Exposure**
Number of Largest 5 Largest Avg Cash

Exposure  Positions  Position  Positions Attribution  Balance Large Mid Small
Long 89.85% 7.66%  31.42% 13.06% 12.73% 82.45% 17.55% 0.0%
Short* 15.81% 15.81% 15.81% -1.38% 23 6 0
Gross 105.67%
Net 74.04%
* Represents oplion premium value

** Markei Capralization sizes defined as: Large > 1.5BN - Mid [00MM to 138N + Smail < |00MM

Sector Exposure (Total)

Metals
Auto & Auto & Pharma & Power& RE &
Ancillary Banking Cement Chem  Diversified Engineering Infrastructure Media Mining Oil & Gas Others Healthcare  Utilities  Prop  Tech  Telecom

2.06% 1.71% 244% 1.87% 1.09% 15.75% 2.11% 3.15% 7.16% 1095% 581% 3.01% 1283% 467% 550% 375%

Fund Description

HFG India Continuum Fund is an India focused long/short equity strategy. Hudson Fairfax Group, the management company, is a
strategic India investment firm based in New York City. The Mumbai-based Portfolio Advisory team is led by Ravi Gopalakrishnan.
who has 14 years experience in the Indian markets, the last six as a Portfolio Manager. The New York based Investment Committee is
led by Michael Landry, the former Global Portfolio Manager for Templeton, with over 25 years of emerging market investment
experience. While we are bullish on the India story, we believe in a disciplined strategy, and are prepared for less attractive markels.
The Fund will move to protect its core positions, through the judicious use of cash, sector rotation, as well as the shorting of specific
names and indices, subject to prevailing Indian regulations.

Terms & Conditions

Min. Investment $1.000.000 Redemption Penalty 2% (17 12 Months) US Counsel Wilmerlale

Management Fee 2% Withdrawals Monthly w/ 30 Days Master Feeder Yes

Performance Fee 20% Prime Broker Citigroup Global Markets Fund Manager Hudson Fairfax Group, LEC

High Water Mark Yes Auditor BDO Seidman Administrator Citco Fund Services (Dublin)
Contact

Boomerang Capital
:(203)855-1723  [: (203) 855-1862  L: info/@boomcap.com
140 Rowayton Avenue Suite C  Rowayton. CT 06833
Barry Hines bht@boomeap.com Donough McDonough dmedi@boomeap.com
Brian Hampton bdh@boomeap.com Steve Cafiero sci@boomeap.com Libbet Regan Irigboomeap.com

IHIS SUMMARY IS NOT AN INVITATION OR AN OFFER TO PURCHASE INTERESTS IN THE HFG INDIA CONTINUUM FUNDS (THE “F

OFFER MAY BE ENDED ONLY AFTER AN INYESTOR HAS REC 2D 4 NTIAL OFFERING MEMORANDUM CONCERNING Tt FUND. A

LIMITED PARTNERS MUST BE ACCREDITED PURCHASERS AS DEFINED IN ~ “URITIES CURRENT Fl 'EAR FIGURES ARE UNAUDITED.

NET PERFORMA| FIGURES FOR THE FUND RE I'THE DUCTION OF CERTAIN S| g TIVE ALLOCATIONS.
DATA FOR RE! ERIODS MAY BE ADJUSTED. HISTORICAL RESULTS ARE NOT INDIC! U TS
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